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Gill, Cassandra C CIV USARMY CESAS (US)

LIh
From: Somerville, Eric <Somerville.Eric@epa.gov>
Sent: Tuesday, March 1, 2016 11:30 AM
To: Brannon, Elisha A CIV USARMY CESAS (US); Wiedl, Stephen; Goodloe, Robin; Prowell,
Eric; Johnson, Tamara
Cc: Hammonds, Justin A CIV USARMY CESAS (Us)
Subject: [EXTERNAL] RE: Upper Oconee Wetland Bank

I will ask if any of my colleagues can or wish to get involved with this site.
I note a few items of particular interest in your 8.24.15 letter:

#2. The notion that a project sponsor would propose to divert all water out of a stream in order to "restore" wetlands is
flabbergasting. Granted, | do not know the nature of either the stream or the wetlands, but unless some firm historical
evidence exists to indicate that the "stream" is really little more than a ditch excavated to drain those same wetlands, |
could not conceive of a scenario where | would agree that such an approach would be wise. | am glad to see that you
also criticized the idea.

#3. Hooray for backfilling all ditches completely, in lieu of only discontinuous plugs!

#4. Ditto pointing out that the Mid Oconee River likely formed whatever wetlands used to exist on the site, but never
will again. That whole site is mapped Chewacla-Wehadkee Complex soils. This complex is 70% Chewacla (non-hydric)
and 30% Wehadkee (hydric). So, | suspect that the bottom of the swales (perhaps they are relict backswamp sloughs)
parallel to the river are Wehadkee and likely hydric. The main part of the valley flat, however? Good chance those are
Chewacla, and it's an uphill battle there.

Eric Somerville
U.S. EPA Region 4 | Ocean, Wetlands & Streams Protection Branch c/o SESD (F120-6) | 980 Coliege Station Road |
Athens, GA 30605-2720 tel 706.355.8514 | somerville.eric@epa.gov

----0riginal Message-----

From: Brannon, Elisha A SAS [mailto:Elisha.A.Brannon@usace.army.mil]

Sent: Friday, February 26, 2016 10:10 AM

To: Wiedl, Stephen <Stephen.Wiedl@dnr.ga.gov>; Somerville, Eric <Somerville.Eric@epa.gov>; Goodloe, Robin
<robin_goodloe @fws.gov>; Prowell, Eric <eric_prowell@fws.gov>; Johnson, Tamara <tamara_johnson@fws.gov>
Cc: Hammonds, Justin A SAS <Justin.A.Hammonds@usace.army.mil>

Subject: FW: Upper Oconee Wetland Bank

IRT,

I'wanted to extend the invitation to participate by phone for the meeting | just scheduled for the proposed Upper
Oconee MB. The sponsor (Corblu) is coming in to discuss the issues we addressed with their original proposal on t_he
15th of March at 10am. See the attached letter | sent last August. | would greatly appreciate your comments and input.
Let me know if you would like to participate and | will setup a conference call or if you would like to come to the

meeting.

Eric, | remember you saying you had a conflict of interest during our initial site visit. Is there someone else with EPA that
could participate?
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From:

To: 0.5 LY UDARR Y CESAD (und; Sleptor] Wicalu QL St Quuis; s Ctussy 3 s, Ug 0oy, odiue
Ca names, Kevin L IV USARMY CESAS (USY; Hammonds, Juadin A CIV USARIY CESAS L ua)

Subject: [EXTERNAL] EPA comments- Proposed Washington Eranch MB Baseline Data Collection Plan (5AS-2016-00808)

Date: Monday, March 20, 2017 12:00:04 PM

Greetings Adam-

In all seriousness, | cannot in good faith encourage the proposed Sponsor to pursue this site. There seems to be only
a marginal improvement in site conditions possible under the best of circumstances, and his proposed mitigation
treatment consists of little more than planting vegetation, as far as I recall. Not only is there reportedly an existing
robust vegetative community surrounding the treatment area like a donut (i.. ample seed sources), the existing soils
and hydrological conditions on the site do not appear favorable for it to develop into a robust self-sustaining
wetland. Hydrology in particular seems to rely overwhelmingly on rainfall, and existing soils do not appear to be
hydric to begin with.

Quite honestly, I have a difficult time endorsing vegetative enhancement as the primary mitigation treatment on any
site, especially when there arc ample native seed sources nearby. It seems to provide no ecologic benefit if, for
example, a bottomland is cleared under 404(f) exemptions, and then that site is proposed as a mitigation site a year.
two years, five ycars later just by replanting it. This is not at all the scenario that I am alleging has happened on the
Washington Branch MB site. | use it simply as a general example of how vegetative enhancement [eels like a
disingenuous mitigation treatment. in and of itself. Quite frankly, the Washington Branch site scems to have a few
greater concerns related to soils and hydrology .

The preponderance of this site is mapped as Chewacla soils by NRCS, as the propased Sponsor indicates. Chewacla
soils are Fluvaquentic Dystrudepts that are only rarely hydric. Chewacla soils have a fluvaquentic subgroup
indicating that while these soils formed in floodplains, they arc not typically saturated to the soil surface. Instead,
saturation is at depths greater than 20 inches. Thus, many soils with only an aquic subgroup (as opposed to an aquic
suborder) have a very low probability of being hydric sails. Carcful monitoring of soil saturation in the early Spring
limeframe is very important when assessing Chewacla soils for potential wetland mitigation efforts.

The probability for flooding on Chewacla soil ranges from 5% to 50% annually between the months of December to
March, but for generally brief durations of 2 to 7 days (USDA Web Soil Survey). Thus, prolonged soil saturation
due to flooding is not very likely, even in the best of circumstances. This would be made even more unlikely if the
stream channel is deeply incised or if there are impoundments upstream of the site that would affect storm flow in
the stream. | am uncertain whether there is a gauging station on the Little River that could provide some input here,
but | believe that if the Sponsor genuinely chooses to continue pursuing this site (a legitimate question based on
what information | have about this site), hc would be best served to conduct clase analysis of flow conditions in the
Litle River and also establish a stream gauging station of his own to document near-site conditions. In fact, a
comprehensive site water budget is likely in order.

Additional comments on the above referenced baseline data collection plan:
1. On sites with uncertain soils and/or site hydrology, such as the proposed Washington Branch MB, verification

(i.e. mapping) of soil conditions on-site is of paramount importance to help ascertain the validity of proposed
mitigation measures, justify placement of shallow groundwater observation wells and other site monitoring

“elements, and ultimately enable some informed judgement on the efficacy of wetland enhancement or restoration

efforts. On-site soil mapping must be undertaken by a Georgia licensed soil scientist following accepted soil
mapping protocols. 1 believe such an exercise is warranted on this site if the Corps and the IRT are Lo consider it

further.

2. It is critical that all IRIS tube arrays and shallow monitoring wells be placed in representative locations on the
site, and NOT in depressions. In fact, all [RIS wbe arrays and shallow groundwater monitoring wells must be
surveyed together to identify relative ground surface (and water table) elevations. Any surface water monitoring
elements (i.e. Little River, unnamed trib on the south side, elc.) should also be surveyed to the same relative



benchmark.

3. re: Figure 3 - There is no north arrow on any of these figures, so for the following, | am assuming that nosth 1s
towards the top of the page:

i) Recommend a new transect with at least two monitoring wells in the preservation arca north of well transect 5-4-
3

ii) Recommend an additional well should be placed west of transect 9-8-7-6-11 (south of well 10).

iii) Recommend an additional well should be placed west and east end of transect 15-14-13. _

iv) Recommend an additional new transect with at least three wells in the preservation are south of transect 15-14-
13, with the western-most well lying south of well 14.

4. EPA does not believe that a minimum regulatory hydrology criterion (i.e. 14 days) should be the target for
wetland mitigation sites. The goal should not be to reach some minimum standard, but rather to replicate the
optimum hydrological standard for targeted wetland types and associated functions.

Finally, I note that while the Sponsor has provided the subject Baseline Collection Plan, ostensibly for the Corps and
the [RT to review and provide comment on, Section 7.1.4.4 of the Plan indicates that he installed nearly 75% of the
monitoring wells four month before the date of this Plan. Would it not be best if the agencies approved a baseline
data collection plan before baseline data is actually collected?

Let me know if you would like to discuss anything.
-Eric

Eric Soamerville

U.S. EPA Region 4 | Ocean, Wetlands & Streams Protection Branch

c/o SESD (F120-6) | 980 College Station Road | Athens, GA 30605-2720
tel 706.355.8514 | somerville.cric@epa.gov

---—Original Message-----

IFrom: White, Adam F CIV USARMY CESAS (US) [1u2/Uo Sdam 1% Dt i e il

Sent: Friday, March 17, 2017 12:30 PM

To: Stephen. Wiedl@dnr.state.ga.us; melissa.letosky/c dnr.ga.gov; eric_prowellafws.gov; Monroe, Ashley
<Monroe.Ashley@epa.gov>; Somerville, Eric <Somerville.Cric@epa.gov>; Goodloe, Robin
<robin_goodlocd fvs.gov>

Ce: Greg Smith <gsmith@corblu.com>; Thames, Kevin D CIV USARMY CESAS (US)
<Kevin.D.Thames@usace.army mil>; Hammonds, Justin A CIV USARMY CESAS (US)
<Justin.A.Hammonds(@usace.army.mil>

Subject: Proposed Washington Branch Mitigation Bank, Wilkes County, GA (SAS-2016-00808)

Dear [RT:

We are presently in reccipt of a draft baseline data collection plan for the above, propased commercial mitigation
bank, originally discussed at the 13 SEP 2016, bimonthly IRT meeting.

Once you have had an opportunity to review the attached supplemental documentation, please direct your
questions/comments/recommendations to me at your soonest opportunity.

The Sponsor has also suggested that the IRT have another opportunity to walk the project site. 1f you have interest,
either before or after providing any comments, please let me know your preference.

In addition, if your agency will not be participating in any future review of the project, please update me as well.
Many thanks,

Adam



